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I am now 67 years old and consider myself

extremely lucky to have an employer willing
to hire elderly people like myself. My em-
ployer is a small businessman. Recently be-
cause of the economy he was forced to raise
his prices and cut his overhead just to stay
in business. I took a Small Business Admin-
istration class in college, and I know that he
has to match my Social Security payments,
pay higher State disability and workers com-
pensation. He and others like him will have
no alternative but to close their doors and I
will be unemployed.

When I lose my job, because my employer
can no longer afford to stay in business,
what is the government going to do about
me, someone who is willing to work? How is
the government going to help support me?
Who is going to pay for this?

Very truly yours, Joanna B. Menser, Santa
Ana, CA.

That is a personal story, but how
about the big picture? How about mac-
roeconomics, and how about the views
of such institutional stalwarts of the
liberal point of view as the New York
Times? Some time ago the New York
Times ran an editorial on the mini-
mum wage. The headline was, the right
minimum wage, zero. By that the New
York Times did not mean that people
should actually work for nothing.
Rather, what they meant is that wages,
the cost and the price of labor should
be determined in a free market and in
fact no one should be held to a so-
called minimum wage but, rather, ev-
eryone should have the opportunity to
make an increasing wage in return for
higher skills and higher productivity.
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Let me read from that editorial in

the New York Times which was titled,
‘‘The Right Minimum Wage: $0.00.’’

‘‘Anyone working in America,’’ the
New York Times says, ‘‘surely deserves
a better living standard than can be
managed on the minimum wage.’’

I think we can all agree with that.
But there is a virtual consensus

among economists that the minimum
wage is an idea whose time has passed.
Raising the minimum wage by a sub-
stantial amount would price poor
working people out of the job market,
people like Joanna Menser, whose re-
marks we just heard.

‘‘An increase in the minimum wage,’’
the New York Times wrote in their edi-
torial, ‘‘would increase unemploy-
ment.’’

Let me repeat this line from the New
York times editorial: ‘‘An increase in
the minimum wage would increase un-
employment, raise the legal minimum
price of labor above the productivity of
the least skilled worker, and fewer will
be hired.’’

‘‘If a higher minimum wage means
fewer jobs, why does it remain on the
agenda of some liberals,’’ the New York
Times asked.

‘‘Those at greatest risk from a higher
minimum wage would be young poor
workers who already face formidable
barriers to getting and keeping jobs.’’

They conclude their editorial in the
New York Times as follows:

‘‘The idea of using a minimum wage
to overcome poverty is old, honorable,
and fundamentally flawed.’’

This is the New York Times now.
This is not Congressman CHRIS COX
from California.

‘‘The idea of using a minimum wage
to overcome poverty is old, honorable,
and fundamentally flawed. It’s time to
put this hoary debate behind us and
find a better way to improve the lives
of people who work very hard for very
little.’’

Finally, the New York Times of Fri-
day, April 19, just last Friday, is worth
noticing here on the floor in this de-
bate among our colleagues. Three
factoids from the New York Times, Fri-
day April 19, 1996, I commend to all of
my colleagues:

Number of times in 1993 and 1994,
when Democrats controlled Congress,
that President Clinton mentioned in
public his advocacy of a minimum
wage increase: zero. Number of times
he has done so in 1995 and 1996, when
Republicans have controlled Congress,
47. Number of congressional hearings
Democrats held on the minimum wage
in 1993 and 1994: zero.
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NOBEL PRIZE WINNERS AND
OTHER ECONOMISTS SUPPORT
INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-

LINS of Georgia). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentlewoman
from North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased that 20 of our Republican col-
leagues in the House now support an
increase in the minimum wage.

They join 3 recipients of the Nobel
Prize in Economics, 7 past presidents of
the American Economics Association
and more than 100 distinguished econo-
mists nationwide who have signed a
‘‘Statement of Support for a Minimum
Wage Increase.’’

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, the issue is
compelling.

Those economists recognize that
profits are soaring, wages for workers
are declining, and consumer demand is
stagnant.

That is a prescription for economic
trouble.

Middle and moderate-income Ameri-
cans now feel the squeeze between prof-
its and wages as much as the low in-
come and the unemployed.

Almost half of the money in America
is in the hands of just 20 percent of the
people.

That top 20 percent is made up of
families with the highest incomes. The
bottom 20 percent has less than 5 per-
cent of the money in their hands.

A modest increase in the minimum
wage could help the bottom 20 percent,
and, it will not hurt the top 20 percent.

The President has proposed such a
modest increase in the minimum
wage—an increase of 90 cents, over 2
years.

Such an increase would mean an ad-
ditional $1,800 a year for the working
poor.

That amount of money makes a big
difference in the ability of families to

buy food and shelter, to pay for energy
to heat their homes, and to be able to
clothe, care for and educate their chil-
dren.

That amount of money makes the
difference between families with abun-
dance and families in poverty.

An increase in the minimum wage
won’t provide abundance, but it can
raise working families out of poverty.

As indicated, while the cost of bread,
milk, eggs, a place to sleep, heat,
clothing to wear, a bus ride and a visit
to the doctor has been going up, the in-
come of low, moderate and middle-in-
come people has been going down.

Between 1980 and 1992, income for the
top 20 percent increased by 16 percent.
During that same period, income for
the bottom 20 percent declined by 7
percent.

For the first 10 of those 12 years, be-
tween 1980 and 1990, there were no votes
to increase the minimum wage.

Without an increase in the minimum
wage, those with little money end up
with less money. That is because the
cost of living continues to rise.

By 1993, families in the top 20 percent
had an average income of $104,616.

In contrast, families in the bottom 20
percent in America had an average in-
come of just $12,964.

That is an astounding gap of more
than $90,000!

The bottom 20 percent of our citizens
can have a full-time employee in the
family, working at least 40 hours a
week, and still not able to make ends
meet.

In fact, the earnings of that family
could place them below the poverty
line.

Recent studies indicate that job
growth in America is lowest where the
income gap is widest.

Closing the gap helps create jobs
rather than reduce jobs.

Those who argue that an increase in
the minimum wage will cause job
losses, fail to look at all the facts.

Othe recent studies have shown that
an increase in the minimum wage
tends to cause an increase in jobs,
rather than a loss of jobs. What are we
waiting for, Mr. Speaker:

The Statement of the Nobel Prize
winners, the past presidents of the
American Economics Association and
the more than 100 economic scholars
across America makes the following
point: ‘‘After adjusting for inflation,
the value of the minimum wage is at
its second lowest annual level since
1955.’’

Let us bring minimum wages into the
modern age. Let us support H.R. 940, a
bill that will help create a livable wage
for millions of workers by permitting a
modest increase in the minimum wage.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. HUNTER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3704 April 23, 1996
REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AG-

GREGATES TO H. CON. RES. 67,
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1996
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to Public Law 104–121, the Contract

With America Advancement Act of
1996, I hereby submit for printing in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD revised al-
locations and aggregates to House Con-
current Resolution 67, the Concurrent
Resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 1996. Section 103(e)(1) of Public
Law 104–121 requires that upon enact-
ment ‘‘the Chairmen of the Commit-
tees on the Budget of the Senate and

House of Representatives shall make
adjustments * * * (to the Appropria-
tions Committee 602(a) allocations)
* * * to reflect $15,000,000 in additional
new budget authority and $60,000,000 in
additional outlays for continuing dis-
ability reviews * * *’’

The required adjustments are as fol-
lows:

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
[Dollar in millions]

Current allocation Change Revised allocation

BA O BA O BA O

General purpose discretionary .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... $485,074 $531,768 +$15 +$60 $485,089 $531,828
Violent crime reduction trust fund ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 4,087 2,227 ................ ................ $4,087 2,227

Total ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 489,161 533,995 +15 +60 489,176 534,055

AGGREGATE LEVELS
[Dollar in millions]

Budget res-
olution (H.
Con. Res.

67)

Change Revised
level

Budget authority ....................... $1,285,500 +$15 $1,285,515
Outlays ...................................... 1,288,100 +60 1,288,160
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. RIGGS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
f

REPUBLICANS’ SAFE DRINKING
WATER ACT MEANS DIRTIER
TAP WATER IN GEORGIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Georgia [Ms. MCKINNEY] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, we are
also told that some of the slaves actu-
ally asked for and fought for a continu-
ation of slavery. That did not make
slavery right. America needs a raise.

Now, I came down here to talk about
the Republican agenda with respect to
the environment. I am not surprised
that for his Earth Day stunt Speaker
GINGRICH took young children to the
zoo. If Speaker GINGRICH has his way
on the Endangered Species Act, about
the only place we will be able to find
endangered species, or even nonendan-
gered species, will be in the zoo.

Mr. Speaker, constituents have a par-
ticular problem, my constituents have
a particular problem, with the health
effects from chronic exposure to ar-
senic. In fact, I have constituents who
now suffer from arsenical keratosis be-
cause of their exposure to arsenic. Yet,
if the Republicans have their way, not
only the communities of Hyde Park
and Virginia subdivisions will be reel-
ing from the effects of chronic expo-
sure to arsenic, we all may be, because
their version of the Safe Drinking
Water Act means dirtier tap water in
Georgia. They voted against an amend-
ment that would have prohibited the
introduction of arsenic into the water

supply. It is almost unbelievable, but it
is true.

With respect to the Safe Drinking
Water Act, that would result in dirtier
tap water from my State of Georgia.
The Republicans’ draft legislation of
the Safe Drinking Water Act would
weaken the laws’ basic health stand-
ard, delay health standards for highly
hazardous contaminants, and reduce
the public’s right to know about health
threats from contaminated drinking
water.

In 1993 and 1994, over 150,000 Geor-
gians drank tap water that failed to
meet the EPA’s basic health standards
for bacterial toxic chemicals, fecal
matter and other dangerous microbes.
The House of Representatives would
have cut $15 million to help cities and
towns upgrade drinking water plants.

With respect to the Clean Water Act,
lakes, rivers and beaches in Georgia
would have been fouled. If the Clean
Water Act became law, it would have
allowed untreated sewage to be dis-
charged into coastal waters. It would
have made the cleanup of toxic chemi-
cals in the Great Lakes voluntary, it
would have redefined most of the Na-
tion’s wetlands out of existence, and, of
course, it would have gutted the EPA’s
efforts to control farm runoff, the sin-
gle largest source of unregulated water
pollution today.

In 1993 and 1994, over 140,000 Geor-
gians drank tap water that was con-
taminated by fecal matter or other
bacteria, in part because of sewage dis-
charges into rivers and lakes at 31 loca-
tions throughout the State.

In terms of wetlands, the Clean
Water Act creates a new definition of
wetlands protection for 73 million acres
of wetlands, or 71 percent of the re-
maining wetlands in 48 States. This
would leave these lands to be developed
with no Federal oversight or restric-
tions whatsoever. Of the 5.3 million
acres of wetlands in Georgia, an esti-
mated 4.7 million acres, 90 percent of
the total wetlands remaining in the
State, would no longer be considered
wetlands under the proposed bill.

With respect to Superfund, the Re-
publicans have introduced legislation
that would bail out polluters and se-
verely slow down cleanup of toxic
dumps.

The most recent draft of the bill re-
leased by House Republicans would
abolish all liability for polluters who
generated and transported waste prior
to 1987. Even giant corporations would
get off the hook for all toxic waste
they sent off site prior to 1987.

With respect to the toxics released
inventory, their proposal would curtail
reporting requirements for up to 90 per-
cent of toxic chemical emissions that
factories must report to the EPA.

Mr. Speaker, I would just conclude
by saying that Kevin Phillips said that
this may be the worst Congress in 50
years. The Republicans are well on
their way to proving that.

f
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WE MUST BALANCE THE BUDGET
IN THE FAIREST POSSIBLE WAY
FOR EVERY FAMILY IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MAR-
KEY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, we have
reached the critical juncture in this
Congress, debating whether or not in
fact we will deal with the critical is-
sues that face our country, the issues
that the families of this country want
to see addressed, and whether we will
do so in a reasonable and responsible
fashion.

The Republican Party has argued
that we should balance the Federal
budget by the year 2002. The Demo-
cratic Party has responded that they,
as well, want to balance the Federal
budget by the year 2002. We will agree
upon that. We are going to do that as
a Congress and as a nation. The issue
becomes how do we do it, how can it be
done in the fairest possible fashion to
every family in our country. How can
the sacrifice be distributed that en-
sures that every family is treated fair-
ly? That is the great debate going on in
this Congress.

The Republican Party says that as
part of balancing the budget, they
must fulfill their commitment to en-
sure that their crown jewel in the Con-
tract With America is given over to the
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